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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
ReGION I

J.F. keNN20Y 'l!Dl!RAL BUILDING, eOSTON. MASSACWU$ETTS 02.203-2211

January 8, 1993

Deborah Stockdale, ~PM

U.S. Department of the Navy
. Nort.hern Division

10 Industrial Highway
Code 1823~ Mail stop 62
Lester, PA 19113-2090

RE: EPA's Comments on the Phase II Remedial Investigation

Oe~r Ms Stockdale:

The purpos~ of this letter is to transmit EPA's comments on the
proposed Phas·e II Remedial Investigation for the Naval Submarine
Base - New LOlndon ,Groton, Connf;lcticut.

Attached you will find EPA's comments on the draft workplan, the
proposed field sampling plan and quality assurance/quality
'control plan. EPA's comments consist of both general and
specific cornmEmts; these comments are nUmbered for futu.re
referenoe.

Upo~ review of the rationale for the proposed extension to the
Phase II Workplan SchedUle, EPA agrees to extend the deadline for
'the submission of the Phase II draft report until the date
currently' listed in Figure 10-1 tor the submission of the draft
report for Navy. review. This reviseq date for the SUbmission and
review Of the draft report is consistent with the deadlines set
for other Navy facilities in Region I. Based on a review of
Figure 10-1 - Project Schedule, EPA and the Navy would receive
the draft report twelve and half months after the initiation of
the mobilizati()nactivities.

Based on our previous discussions, you will note on page 4 that
EPA has request.ed the collection· of surface water samples and the.
installation of groundwater monitoring wells immediately down
gradient of the Pistol Range located along Triton Road.' This
sampling effort will help determine if these soils of the Pistol
Range are releasing contaminants tQ the environment.

The Navy should review these comments and provide EPA with a
Response to Comments within forty-five days of receipt. Upon
successful resolution of any outstanding issues with regard to
work to be performed, a draft final workplan should be SUbmitted
which incorporates the previously qenerated data and the
investigations.



EPA recommndsr that either a meeting or a conference call be 
scheduled in the near future to discuss some of the possible 
methods to expedLto the selection of interim remedial opkionrr. 

If you have any queettions regarding these comments, you should 
feel free to c!alI. me at (617) 573-9614, 

Sincerely, " 

Andrew F. Miniuks, Geologist 
Federal Facilities Superfund Section 

Attachments ., .I. ., 
CC. Carol Keatifig, EPA 

William MCUttiiield, NSBNL. 
Dale Weisra, TRC 
Paul Jameraun, CTDEP 
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1, The text frequently refers to %a be considered (TBC) 
values". Revise the workplan to include tin explanation of 
this acronym and a description how these proposed values 
will be used to evaluate the data generated from the 
investigatian, 

2, The draft workplan does not adequately define the analytical 
methods. Examples of the la& of specificity include: 

"the samples will be analyzed by NET methodaBr; 

two methods aYe listed for determining the total 
organic carbon (TOC) conCent of the soils; 

incomplete description of the methods to be used for 
the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) 
(the workplan lists Method 1311, yet,this is only a 
prsrpaxatory method). 

Revise the workplan to define the site-specific analytical 
methods. 

3. The Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) Plan does not 
contain al.3, the site-specific proposed methods or their 
resp.ective quantitation limits (e.g., dioxins and radio- 
logicals): 

Revise the workplan to include all of the site-specific 
zlnal+ytical methods and the quantitation limits for all caf 
the propos'ed methads, 

4, The QA/QC Plan does not clearly indicate that sediment 
samples must contain greater than thiz+y (30) percent solids 
in order for the samples to,be considered valid. Revise the 
wdrkpI.an accordingly. 

5. The pwopcs& workplan does not present a discussion of the 
data reporting/data submission procedures. Revise the 
workplan to include the data reporting procedures. This 
description should include the format in which the results 
will be pr63sented and the presentation of the field 
screening data. 

2 
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i Based on the information presented in the Draft Work P&an, 
air pathwisy analyses far pollutants, in addition to VOCS, 

EPA suggests that the US Navy revise the 
to include, at a minimum, the monitoring of the air 

pathways for lead, polychlorinatsd biphenols (Wxs), IYDT, 
and other semi-valatiles. 

The US Navy should develop an air monitoring plan for the 
site investigation, For reference, 
review the four volume Aii-/Superfund 

the US Navy should 
Naticlnal Technical 

Guidance Study (NTGS) Series, as we11 as the attached Air 
Sampling 171an guidance (see Attachment A). 

a, 
CL 7.6" The draft workplan includes only brief references to the 

previously detected contamination, resulting in inadequate 
4 *s' $iff ,& justification to support the proposed sampling locations, @G 

2&&Q* 4h$,, /-"$ Additional figures which depi& &he extend of-contamination 
are necessary to support the proposed sampling plan. 

8, 

9. 

Provide maps which show the aerial and vertical extent of 
cantaminatiod which has been prevfously detected at the Step 
xx sites. 

Modify the wcrkplan to include descriptions df the 
Supplemental Step I Investigatians. Provide the rationale 
for not including the investigative plans for tf;e CPU Drum 
Storage Area or the OBI3ANE in this workplan. 

Several references to inorganic background concentration 
levels are: made throughout the workplan. These references 
include discussions of nature and extent (e.g. page 18 ~4, 
page 35 31, page 38 ']r 2, etc.) and risk (e.g. page 70 9 5) 
without recognizing the fact that these levels have not beun 
approved bly EPA. 

Qualify the references to inorganic background concentration 
levels with a statement which indicates that these levels 
have not yet been EfnaZised, 

Them are numerous references throughout the workplan to 
contamination present at a particular unit which may 
"possibly be associatedn wllth some other adjacent unit, cm 
that 'tground water flow is projected to be generally to the 
southwest (page '29 jrl) 'I but there are no maps which portray 
the surface or subsurface flow relationships, 

3 
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EPA suggests that the US Navy consolidate the investigation 
aP the Rubble Fill at Bunker A-84, the Area A Landfill, C8U 
Drum Storage Area, 
Weapons Ce3nter, 

Area A Wetland, Area A Downstream, 
Over Bank Disposal Area', and the Torpedo 

Shapa to help optimize the sampling activities outside of 
the immediate s~urca areas. 

Revise the workplan to include the installation of 
additional. groundwater monitoring wells immediately 
upgradient of the Downstream Watercourse located along 
Triton Roeid. These shallow groundwater monitoring wells 
shall be installed between the Pistol Range ahd the 
downstream watercourse. In addition, modify the workplan to 
include the collection of both upgradient and downgradient 
surface water samples from both of these drainpipes, These 
samples should be analyzed far m&ztls; in particular lead, 
These groundwater and surface water samples will identify 
potential r&eases of hazardous canstituents from upgradient 
sources l 

(Y> Present gr'oundwal8r elevation maps (i..e-, contouring of the 
L.A potentiametric surface) with the interpreted direction of 

groundwater flow for all Step IX sites. 

.+: Modify the Site Dynamics secti& of the warkplan to include 
pJ,~*~~ f Em, 2 discussions of the source areas and release mechanisms. The 

COhC8ptUa~ model aggroach should follow RI/B guidance. 

Without a base-wide understanding af the bedmck elevation 
contours, it. is not possible to fully understand potential, 
migration pa4zhways. 

Modify the workplan t.o include the development of a bnse- 
wide bedrock elevation map. ('lihis modification should also 

YQ +;include th'o Use of seismic r&fraction surveys to obtain the 
bedrock &evatisn data where there are no borings,? 2; 

15. Modify th8 workplan to clearly explain the procedures used 
to determine the potential target remediatian levels, as 
pre?sented .in Section 6.0 and Appendix C. The workplan 
should also cite the appropriate guidance (e-g,, Human 
Health Evaluation Manual, Part B: 
Preliminary Remsdiation Ooalsql* 

"Development of Risk-based 
OSWER Directive 9285.7401B. 

December X3, 1991). 

Present, i:f? applicable, sample calculations showing exposure 
assumptiona used to develop each target remediation level 
need to be presented. For tawget levels based on AR.ARs 
rathalr khan on risk assessment, provide the.appropriate 
references for the use of the targe-t: level. 

4 
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3.6. 

19. 

The proposed wowkplan makes general references to numeraus 
locations regarding analytical garam&ersr Modify the 
workplan to reference the US EPA Contract Laboratory Program 
(CLP) Target Analyte List (TAL) 
(WI,) whe:nevar appropriate, 

and Target Compound List 

Madify the workplan to ensure that the ecological risk 
assessment include the analysis of full TAL and TCL Volatile 
Organic Compounds (VOCs), Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds 
(SVoCs), pesticides and PC% for all surface water and 
sediment raamplas, as weI1 as Total Organic Carbon (TOG) and 
grain S~ZB analyses in sediments, 
require the analysis of hardness. 

Fresh water samples also 

EPA suggests that the US Navy consider the Connecticut 
Arboretum across the Thames River in New London as one of 
the po+ibXa sources of surface water, soil and sediment 
background data* 
base by the river, 

Although this area is separated from the 
it is possible that it may resemble back- 

ground conditions of the area, 

The Remedial Action Cbj'ectives (R&IS) -tn the workplan do not 
adequately describe the contaminants 00 concern for ground- 
water, the! remediation level@ and the remedial technology 
data requirements. Each remedial techholocjy must have a 
corresponding list of data requirements specific to the 
technology. 

Tn addition, the draft workplan ddes nolz clearly describe 
whether the remedial investigation objectives tables fulfill 
the information requirements of the tirelfminary actian 
obJectivea tablea. 

Modify the workplan to ensure that each remedial technology 
has a corresponding list of data requirements specific to 
the technology and present the RAW in the format specified 
in the Guidance for Remedial Investigations and Feasibility 
Studies under CERCD4 (EPA, 1988). 
includa the following componenka: 

The modified RAQs should 

Contaminant(s) of Concerng 
Exposure Raute(s) and Receptors; 
Acceptable contaminant level or range of levels for 
each exposure route, 

The identification of the specific compounds and the 
preliminary remediation levels are needed to identify which 
technologies actually apply and to detemrine which 
contaminan4x require further delineation, 
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The fnV8stigatiVe objectives of the workplan indicate that 
the selection of screen settings in the shallow and deep 
wells wiJ.1 be determined by the stratigraphic data gathered 
from the test borings. The scr&en placement should also 
consider the different physical characteristics and 
mobilities of the contaminants at each unit. 

""-3 For si,Ces which are lacking information regarding the nature 
of the cantaminants, such as the Rubble Fill at Bunker A-86. 

21. 

22. 

cz”” 
,I ‘j-i 
L.J 

th8 workplan should consider the installation of wall 
clusters, screened 2~t varicma dsptha. r 

Modify the workplan lo consider the physical characteristics 
and mobilities of W-w contaminants at each unit during the 
placement of the well sareens and the installation of well 
clusters jscreened at various depths to help ch$Cacteriz8 
inadequataly defined areas. 

Modify the workplan to include the specific values (e.g., 
maximym values, average values, etc.) for the exceedance of 
the AFU.R/TBC values in Tables 6-2, G-4, 6-7, 6-9, and G-11, 

The sampling for engineering properties must be reviewed on 
a site-specific basis. The present Work Plan proposes the 
same sat of analyaas at each sfte, yet certain analyses m&y 
not be naoessary at all sites. ' 

Modify'tha warkpban to ensurle that,ths sampling far the 
engineering properties will correspond to each specific area 
and the specific technologies which will be evaluated during 
the Feasibility Study at each specific site, 

The location specific ARAR resIx-ictions must be identified 
in order to evaluate whether certain actiom may not be 
implementable, The various remedial alternatives must 
consider such iI%ms as vehicular and equipment access, 
staging areas, need for temporary roads or sewers, e4x, 

Modify thsr workpZan to include a discussion of the 
restrictions imposed by each location specific ARM'. 

'fnclude in the workplan modification a map which illustrates 
where each resWictfon applies. This infomration should be 
integrated into the preliminary remedial alternatives 
identification process+ 

6 
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24. The following are general comments regarding the attached 
memo on target soil, clean up levels, prepared by Msnzis-Cura 
and Associates, Inc. addressed to Barry Giroux 
(March 9 1992), 

A. Provide the rationale for the proposed clean up lavels 
based on a worker scenario rather than a residential 
scenario? The proposed cleantip lsvela based on a 
worker scenario are often several orders of magnitude 
greater than a residential scenario, These levels can 
not adequately protect the general public, h 

B. Most of the proposed clean up level,s are: based on 
target clean up levels of 1W4, 
chemical use IO'" 

EPA requires each 
as the target risk 1eveL such that 

total. risk from all the chemical mh+&mas will 
within the acceptabla risk range of 10s4 to 10.~. 

fall 

Modify the workplan accordingly. 

c. Since no equatione and calculations are presented along 
with the memo, it is unknown if the clean up levels are 
accurately derived, Revise the workplan to include the 
equations and assumptions used in the development of 
the Iyxposied clean up levels. 

25, Revise the workplan to ensure that Standard Cpratiing 
Procedures (SCIPa) are prepared for all aspects of sampling, 
analysis and instrument calibration, An SOP is defined as a 
complete description of a sample collection, analysis or 
other operation whose mechanisms are thoroughly.prescribed . 
and which details a commonly accepted method of performing 
routine 0'~: repetitive tasks. See Attachment B for 
additional information regarding the development of these 
SOPS l 

7 
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1. Sectian :t.U - Introduction (Page 1) 

The purpose and scope of the Phase II Remerdial fnvestigation 
are not rstated in th8 text, The narrative of the Draft Work 
Plan should begin with, a c18arly defin8d VUrpos8 and scope" 
of the proposed RI. 

Modify the workplan to include a purpose and r3cope which 
reflects the objectives af this investigation. 

(52 Section 1.0 
L-w---/ 

- Introduction (Page 4) 

Modify this figure to include the location of the former 
incfnerabx, Pier 33, Barth 16/i?om8r Incinerator, thG"'fue~y) 
farm, and the Area ItAt' Downstream zone of fnvestigatio~,,-,~~--",.,.~" 
Include in the workplan modification a brief discussion of 
the known and suspect&d contamination at these sites, 

3. S8Ctio?¶ 2.0 - Evaluatfan of Existing Data (Page 8) 

Modify the workplan to include a Wmmary tabulation and data 
interpretation narratiVe Of the sit8-ap3Cifi.C ana~yticlal 
results of the previous investigations. The workplan should 
summarize the site-specific gaological and chemical 
contaminant conditiona. 

(Yi!T$ SecUsn 2.3.1.2 - Site Specific Geology and Hydrology 
'\. . .._ i (RUbble f:lll at Bunker 86) (Page 18 113) 

This section describes local groundwater flow to the 
northwest., Modify the workplan to include a local. 
groundwater map, with the potentiometria surface contours 
and flow directions, which reflects the groundwater flow 
directiana discussed in the text. 

6. Section 2.3,1.3 - Nature and Extent of Contamination (Rubble 
fill at Bunker 84) (Page 18 J[4) 

EPA has previously questioned the source of the *'TO Be 
CansiderecV (TBC) values listed in the previous repo?A (ice, 
Table 4-2: Summary of Chemical Specific ARAF& and TBCs by 
Media in'Draft RI, August 1992). Ln particular, EPA's was 
concerned #with the soil TBC values which were listed exactly 
the same values as drinking water ARARs and the source is 
listed as CTDEP, The values of TBCs in soil are risk based 
concentrations (i.e., based on risk level or hazard index), 
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9. 

. 10. 

For the purposes uf this investigation, the concentration of 
the chemxals in the soil is obtained through the Contract 
Laboraixzy Program (CLP) chemical analysis for soLid waste; 
not the product of tho TCLP. Therefore, the results of this 
method can not be compared to RCRA regulatory levels and can 
nut be compared to the CTRL (which is based on and equal to 
drinking water standard) as is currently proposed for this 
site. 

;zftfy the workplan to c3earIy define the wT3CNg valuea fn 
* 

Section 2,3,2.1, Site Background (Torpedo Shops)(Page 19 $2) 

EPA has not reviewed the 1989 GZA report, and therefore can 
not evaluate or support the conclusions which have been 
presented in this section. BaGed on the portion of the 
report included in Appendix A, it appears that samples were 
not collected in accordance with EPA protocol (e.g,, samples 
consisted of auger cuttings and the analytical data was not 
validated). 

Revise the workplan to include confirmatory sampling in 
accordances with EPA-approved methods and ,~~dY%i?%?iXjtto the 
list of analytes. N...w>ml".- ,.... ~d."--++&wc 

Section 2.4,1.1. Site Background (Page 33 33) 

This section references the collection and analysis of 
samplea from,the weapons center, EPA has not previously 
reviewed this data, and it is. not c3.ear what sampling 
protocols were used to obtain the samples. 

Modify the workplan to provide a full discussion of the 
Appendix El sample results, include a map of the sample 
locations and deaxibe the sample locations denoted a;5 
"above table" and “below tablen and "below grade," 

Section 2.4.X.1. Site Background (Page 35 31) 

Modify the workplan to remove the reference to "published 
background levels, “ since these, @*backgrouhd'* levels are not 
relevant to this investigation, 

Sectfon 2,,4.1,3. Residential Well Analytical Results (Page 
42 115~6) 

Revise the workplan to incorporate the newly promulgated MCI, 
for cadmium at 5 ppb, (Federal Register, January 1991) and 
reevaluate the concentration of this metal in relation to 
this standard. 

9 
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11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

13. 

the narkplan to reflect the regulatory status of 
. Sodium does not have a secondary MCI;, but the 
of Water of the EPA has set a drinking water 

equivalent level (DWEL) of 20 mg/L as guidance for persons 
who have hypertension pmbkms. 

Section *) 
43, 91) 

,..4.1.3, Residential Well Analytical Results (Page 

Revise the workplan to include a discussion of the 
analyt&zal uncertainty assaciatsld w&th the exiating,boron 
data. 

Section 2,4.3.3. Nature and Extent of Contamfnation 
(paw 51, ¶F> 

This section references the discovery af thin layers of free 
product in MH83, 

present the location of MB83 on Figure 2-15, 

Section 3.2.,1, Rubble Fill at Bunker A-86 (Page 54) 

Madify this figure in the workplan to depict the possibility 
of direct contact between,Azhe fill and bedrock, since 
bedrock is exposed at the surface near this site. 

Section 3.S.2. Torpedo Shops (Page 54) 

Modify th$s figure in the workplan to include all source 
areas, inaluding thdj Otto fuel tanks. The modification to 
this figure should also include a transport: pathway to 
bedrock and 8 pathway of discharge ta slurface water and 
sediment. 

Modify thi.s figure to provide an iILlustration of the 
location a,nd depth of the tanks, drainage lines, leach 
fields, existing and proposed monitoring wells and barings, 
the bedrock geologic unit contact, previous sample locations 
which have been determined to be contaminated, and any other 
pertinent site features. These data ase fundamental to the 
concaptzual modal. 

SectlLan 3.2,3 Goss Cove Landfill (Page 57) 

Modify.this figure to inClUd8 a groundwater flaw path into 
the bedrock where the fill irr, or is suspected of, being in 
dir(hct contzrct with bedrock, 

10 
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16. Section :1.3 Supplemental Step XI Investigations (Page 60 35) 

Revise this workplan to reflect the fact the proQos%d 
inorganic: background levels have not yet been Ppproved by 

. EPA, 

17. Section 3,3 Supplemental Step II Investigations (Page 61) 

Modify this figurt3 ta include the CBU D~UII storage Area, the 
Torpedo Shops, and, if applicable, any off-site 
contamination. . 

Ia’, Section 4.1 fntroduction (Page 68 q6). 

3.9, 

20. 

While carcinogenic risk can be explained in probability 
terms, non-carcinogenic risk should be described as a hazard 
index. Modify the workplan accordingly. 

Section 4,2 Data Evaluation and Hazard Identification 
(-we 70, Itf3) 

Revfae the workplan to explain the source of the background 
concentrations referenced In this paragraph and used to 
sel%ct compounds of potential concern. 

Table 4-l Gompouhds bf Concern far Step XI Bites (Page 71) 

21. Section 4.2.3 Selection of Compounds of Concern (Page 73 83). 

RISK ASSIWOMENT 

Campounds of concern should be presented as medium specific. 
It is illogfcal to evaluate risk or Ctevelop clean up level. 
if the threat posed by these various contaminants are 
unknown in each of the affauted media. 

Revise this table to clearly indicate the compounds OF 
concern for each of the various media at thb sits. 

This Bectfon of the wrkplan is not clearly written, Revise 
the workplan to clearly define the frequency of detection 
and the spatial extent of contamination which'is proposed to 
select compounds of potential concern. Include in this 
revision how the Watural ranga of efemantal abundance"1 for 
each inorgi%nic.comgound will be determined, 

11 
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Section 4.3.2. Identification of Potentially Exposed 
Populations (Page 74 9 1 & 3) 

Revise the workplan to include a statement that the 
identification of exposed populations and exposure routes 
under Gurrent and future land use conditions will be 
explained and justified in the Phase IX Remedial 
,Investiger+zion risk assessment reporl. 

Table 4-z 
(Page 75) 

Exposure Sum.~~~ry for Polentfal Human RecepLore 

Since all the contact rates in the exposure equations in the 
risk assessment guidance are based on per day consumption, 
(except f!or swimming scenario), revise this table to 
eliminate! the ccGumn for exposure duration (i.e., . 
tim8/eVont) with the unit hour/day except for the swimming 
scenario. 

Provide the rationale for the lack of future receptors 
associated with the Torpedo Shops, although the text of 
paragraph 2 of page 74 states that potential future 
receptors at the Torpedo Shops include workers involved in 
excavation and conS+xuction activities, 

Section 4.3.4. Estimation of Average Daily Doses (Page 80) 

Revise thle exposure equations af this section of the 
wowkpran to exhibits 6-11,' 6-12 through 6-28 of the Risk 
Assessment Guidance from Superfund (RAGS), Volume 1 Human 
Health Evaluation Manual (Part A) 1989. 

f&Except for site specific data, exposure parameters should be 
raferenced in the foll+owing hierarchy: 

--"*>Guidance to RAG&: 
1). Supplemental 

Standard Default Exposure FacttorE;, 2) 
RAGS, 1989, 3) Dermal guidance, 
Expof~re Handbaok, 

4) Region lcs guidance, 5) 

Section 4.4.1. Toxicity Assessment for Non-carcinogenic 
Effects (I'age 82 21) 

Baaed on the document provided to EPA Region X by ECAO, 
11 entitled NEval.uat8 the appropriateness of using proposed 

s @&P* 
#,,&/k-~,~ surr:ogate R$Ds (U.S, 

Groton, CT), 
Naval Submarine Barre, flew London/ 

La‘," * PART 2, 2 and 3", the statements in this 
paragraph are incorrect, 

12 
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j . * 

27, 

28. 

In Part IX, attachment 2 - I* Feasibility of developing an 
RfD for Acenaphthylene by analogy to potential surragates 
(Phenanthzene, Acenaphthene)", ECAO concluded that it is 
fnappreprfat8 to us8 the RfD from Phenanthrenc or 
Acenaphthene for Acenaphthylene, 
l- 

Zn Part III, attachment 
"Risk AsS8SSm8nt lSSUe p&per for Status of Polyaromatic 

hydrocarbonsU, 
the PAW. 

ECAO further Updated the toxicity far all 
Neither attachment includes the statement of the 

first paragraph of page 82 aP tkris work plan. 

In additi#an, EPA Region I has previously advised Menzie Cura 
61 Associates, regarding the Region Z interim policy to use 
the RPD o:f Naphthalene as the surrogate RfD for the non- 
carcinogen, PARS which do not yet have verified RfDs. 

Revise this, secticm of the'workplan'to incorporate the use 
of the RFD of Naphthalsne as the aurra&tte RPD for the non- 
carcinogen PAHs which do not yet have verified RfDs. 

Section 4,4*1. Toxicity Assessment for Nan-carcinogenic 
Effects (I?ags 82 14) 

The l&ad uptake/biokinetics model is developed for 
eva~uatiarr af Lead exposure in children, and therefore 
should nck be used for evaluation of adult popuIatfan. 

ReVis the workplan La delete the reference to the us8 of 
the lead uptaks/biokinetics mudel for the adult population, 
L&?-d-~;~- ,&..$ &a@.-$ 4 (2 &!.+" ..@k$ 
Section 4.4,3. T0xiclty'Assessment for Nan-carcinogenic 
Effects (Pag8 83 31) 

ReV$.se the workplan to cite the Dem\al Exposure Assessment 
Guidance e'ar the dermal, exposure pathway, Include in this 
revision the u&18 of the absorption factom far a few 
chemicals in soil and the recommended pcrmeabflity consttints 
for surface water. 

Section 4.4.1c Toxicity Assar&xment far Non-carcinogenic 
Effacts (Page 83 $2> 

Revise the workplan ta incorporate the era1 cancer potency 
factor for benzo(a)pyrene. The standard is 7.3 per 
mg/kg/day (as oppOs8d to 5,8 per mg/kg/day recommended 
earlier: the Change is due to tzhi detection c+f a 
mathematical, error) which is currently on XRIS. 

13 



Since the relative toxicity equivalent factof approach has 
t6~*e~, not been finalieed by EPA, it should not be presented in 

A@+’ 
22 232 this workplan* 

/; Q+ p, *...o@ Revise the workplan to reflect the status of 
pa‘ 4 the toxicity factor and delete references to other regions' 

approaches to risk assessment, 

29, Sect,ion 5.3.2.3. Additional Terrestrial, Field AssessmentP 
P%v 99, $3) 

In order to assess pesticide bioaccumulation, the Draft Work 
Plan proposes to analyze the tissue concentrations 6f 
healthy earthworms after the 28-day bioassay is completed, 
It would appear that earthworms exhibiting sub-lethal 
effects (e-g., coiling, swelling) should also be analyzed 
for pesticide tissue concentrations 8s these individuals may 
represent worms most exposed to soil pesticide 
concentrations. 

Raviae the workplan to provide the rationale for not 
including these individuals in the tissue ane~lyses, 

Sterile silica sand does not appear to be optimal substrate 
for the earthworm. A combination of silica sand, peat and 
reagent grade lime mety be a better choice of substrate. 

Provide the rationale for the use OF sterile silica sand, or 
modify the workplan to include a diff8rent substrate; 

30. Section !3.3,2,4. In-field Earthworm Bioassays Using sediment 
(Page 100, n2> 

The Csxt proposes to use terrestrial (as oppcrsed to aquatic} 
worms in bioassay chambers placed at the pond bank, There 
are several concerns with this approach: 

. The method proposes to use terrestrial earthworms to 
assess the toxicity of an aquatlic substrate. 

l The sediments for the test wil.1 be r&oc:ated from 
within the pond to the pond bunk, where the sec%imenlx 
are not truly '*in-situ.** 

Provide further justification for this approach including 
rsferences which describe previous studies where terrestrial 
earthworms have been used to asses6 aquatic sediment 
t0xicfty.. 

Clarify the m&hodology proposed fQr performing in-field 
bioassays, in particular, explain why standard ASTN 
laboratory sediment toxicity t8StS are not be&-q performed, 

14 
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31. Section 5.3.2.4 Additional Assessment of Freshwater Systems 
in Area A (Page 100, $4) 

Revise the workplan to indicate that the specjiss of frog 
collected will be recorded, and it is recommencIed that a 
potential year-round resident frog species (iWe., green 
frog, pickerel frog) be collected. 

Section 5.3.2.4 Additional Assessment of Freshwater Systemrs 
in Area A {Page 101, 15) 

A biotic index will provicIe addftional insight into 'the 
relative health of the aquatic benthic communj.ties, Revise 
the workpLan to indicate that a biotic index (i,e,, 
Hilsenhoff Biotic Index) will be deterMned for each oh the 
benthic sampling stations. 

section 5.3.3 Wetland8 Delineation (Page I.021 

In order to b8 ih agreement with the Army Corps of 
Engineers, EPA requires the use of the 1987 version of the 
"Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation ManWd.", rather 
than the referenced 1989 version. 

Revisa the workplan to reference the 1987 version of the 
"Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manua~X~*~ 

Table 5-2 Thames River Field Sampling Plan (Patge 205) 

The use of upgradient and dowhgsadient sampling locations as 
ccmpariaon for the evaluation of NL0N Submarine base impact 
dictates that surface water at,thase locations; be analyzed 
for ge&icidts also 

Revise the workplan to include the sampling of: surface 
waters and include the analysis of pesticides to the anal,yte 
List for the upgradient station, This infornmtion As: 
necessary to provide data on backgrouhd concentrations that --. are hot attributqb$+ to tFi& subXGZ----" --- -_.--- ---.., 

35. Section 5+3.4.4 Caged Oyster Study (Page 308) 

Revise the workplan to include a detailed c¶esaription OE the 
preparation techniques for the VOC analysis, in particular, 
discuss the efforts to be taken to ensure that the volatzile 
constituents will not be lost en the process leading to Low 
recoveries and useless results. 
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36. 

37‘ 

38. 

In regards to the freezing of tissue for later analyses, 
according to the CLP protocols, the sample holding times 
will be a limiting factor. Revise the workplan to include 
an expanded discussflon of the time required from the 
collection of the sample to the time of the analysis. 

Revise the workplan to provide the rationale for the 
selection of oysters as the test species and not mutisels. 

Section 5.4.1, Identification of Contaminants of Concern 
(Page 109) . 

The statement is mad8 fn the first paragraph that the 
contaminants of concern have been identified for Area A. 
This is incorrect; EPA'S comments from the last review 
clearly indicated that there qre xnn8 ateas of disagraxnent 
in the contaminants of concern list. 

Revise the workplan to either eliminate or qualify this 
statement accordingly. 

Section S.S.2,1, Estimating Exposure in soils and sediments 
from organic Contaminants - EcIuilibrium Partitioning 
(Page 112) 

This is only discussion on the use of the Equilibrium 
Partitioning (EP) approach. 

Revise the workplan to expand the discussion to include the 
r?vaJ_uatian of the inorganic contaminant exposure 
aesessmen~s. 

section 5.7.3, Premmtatian of Risk' (Page 118, 33) 

Sediment concentrations of contaminants are proposed to be 
compared with both NOAA sediment benchmarks and EPA sediment 
criteria. 
Equilibrium 

Revise the workplan to clearly state that the 
Partitioning method will be used to calculata 

nediment criteria fpr those non-polar organic contaminants 
that do not have EPA sediment criteria, 

16 
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39. 

40. 

41. 

42, 

PRELIMINARY XPENTII?ICATION OF REMEDIAL ACTIOH A&TERBWi!IVES 

Section 6.1.1.1. Potential ARARs (Page 119) 

Revise the workplan to present the comparison of the ' 
detected contaminant concentrations to the cu:rrant Federal' 
drinking water standards; this may result in 8additional 
contaminant concentrations exceeding ARARs, If this 
comparison results in additional contaminant concentrations 
exceeding &RARs, then incorporate this information into the 
narrative. This revision ahouLd also ensure that only the 
most recent Federal drinking water standards #are used in 
this investigation. 

section 6.1.4,1, Potential ARARs (Page 123, g6> 

This paragraphs contninlr an example of the in'appropriate 
comparison of the lead concentration in soil (in solid 3Zorm, 
mg/kg) from routine CLP chemical analysis to the 
ConCentration of RCRA TCLP regUlatory level (i.e.,, 5 hg/L, 
in solution) and CRDL (0.05 ug/L, in solution). This 
approach is incorrect, 

Under the Resource Conservation and Remvery .A& (RCRA) 
program, the leached concentration of a chemioal in the 
Soil, after conducting the Toxicity Characterfstics Q&aching 
Proczedure (TCLP) analysis, is compared to a regulatory level 
tb determine if the excavatec'l soil is to be handled its a 
hazardous waste. This comparison is not to be used to 
determine if the soils pose a risk to human RealtlI or the 
environment based on a risk level or a hazard index. 

Revise the workplan to reflect the correct ap,proach to 
evaluating A.RARo. 

Table 6-5 Preliminary Remedial Action Objectives and 
Alternative Process Options (Page 124) 

Revise this table to include a Remedial Action ObjecCive 
(MO) wMch a'ddresses groundwater contamination, since 
groundwater has been determined to bs contaminated with, at 
a minimum, vinyl GhXoride, benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, 
xylens, and PAW. 

Section 7.2.1 Rubble Fill at Bunker A-86 (Page 136, 22) 

Revise this list of contaminants for which the source, 
nature and extent will need to be defined to include 
chlorinated solvents. 

17 
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Section 7.2.1 Rubble Fill at Bunker A-86 (Page 136, a4) 

Given that bedrock is exposed in the area it is possible 
that contaminants may be released directly t0 bedrock, and 
therefore may not be detected in the overburden, if present. 

Revise the workplan to Include one shallow bedrock w&Y. 
cLustered with an overburden well in order to determine the . 
V8rtiCal flow gradient and contaminant levels in this area. 

44. Tab18 7-8 Ratzionale for Selection of Constituents for 
AnnLysis (Page 138) 

Revise the engineering characteristics of th8 workplan to 
include the measurement of the subsurface soiLs and/or fill 
material pH in the contaminated area. 

Definition of parameters such as compaction, percent 
moisture, permeability, strength, pw, etc. need to be 
proposed for the fill material. and surrounding soils. The 
feasibility of capping may be greatly affected should the 
fill. need compaction, or the fifl not be strong enough to 
support the h8aVy machinery needed or the weight of the cap 
over time. 

Revise the workplan to fnclude efforts to characterize and 
delineate the fill material. 

TabLe 7-9 Rubble Fill at Bunker A-86 Field SmpIing Plan 
(Page 139) 

Revise the workplan to include the addition of a surface 
water sample at location 4SDt to measure the Level of 
sediment contamination leaving the rite. 

'&$., Figure 7-3 Rubble Fill at Bunker A-86 Field Sampling Plan 
‘LJ (Page 141) 

Geophysical work or additional borings need to be proposed 
to confirm the interpreted extent of fill matxxial.. This 
information will be needed to determine the volume olZ 
material which will require treatment, 

Provide the rationale for the collection of only one surface 
aoil sample '(of 8 proposed) from the suspected source area+ 
Revise the workplan to include two additional surface soil 
samples from the E;uspected source area, 

18 
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47. Section 7.2.2, Torpedo Shops (Page 142, $1) 

Revise the wcrkplan to ,include Otto IWKL and PCBs in the 
list of contaminants far which the swurce, nature and extent: 
need to be defined. 

48, Section 7,2.2. Torpedo Shops (Page 142, I4) 

Revise the workplan to indicate how the resul,ts of the soil 
gas surveys will be used (e.g*, indicate whelkher any of the 
proposed sample locations will be re-position*MI, or new 
locations will be addea based on aux~ey results, etc.). .' 
Include -tn this revision the criteria that will be used tk 
decide these issues. 

49. Section 7.2,3. Goss Cove (Page 142) 

This section of the workplan'proposes the measurement of air 
quality for the risk assessment , yet there is no mention of 
air pathway in the risk assessment section of this work 
plan. 

Revise the worKplan to clerrify the status of the air pathway 
invesMgatian. 

Revise the worlcpltan to include the measurement of t=he heat: 
content of soils (BTU analysis), porosity, and hydraulic 
conductivity in the engineering characteristics parameter, 

Table 7-12 (Page 145) 

The US Navy has indicated in the responl~e to EPA comments 
regarding the August 1992 RX Report (Navy Summary of 
Resolutions Reached Regarding EPA comments [May 20, X992] on 
Draft IR Report [August, 2991], Comment No, 1, for Page 28, 
response 6, loCatedi on Page 8 of Navy Response), thak. 
samples would be obtained for dioxins at this site. 

ReVise the workplan to include the addition crf Che 
co2lection and analysis of samples for dioxirts, 

Revise the workplan to include engineering qrralysia at 
sample location 7MW2D, 

19 
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Figure 7-4 (Page 147) 

Revise the workplan to include the addition. o,f a monitoring 
well hydraulically downgradient of monitoring well, 7,E¶W3 to ' 
determine the downgradient extent of contaminatiion which has 
been observed in monitaring well 7Mw3. 

Include in the revision to this figure the loaation and 
discharge point of the floor drains which hav,e been 
determined to contain volatile Organic compounds. 

Revise this figure to indicate the areas referred to as 
"where chemicals were stored (page 142, J[ 4),11 

The revision to this figure should also include the sample 
locations from the GZA study in order to evaluate the sampl.e 
locations around the Otto Fuel Tank,Area. 

Since the GZA study identified contamination around Elufldfng 
450, revise the workplan to include additional soil and 
groundwatsr sampling 3.ocation around Building 450 to deter- 
mine: the nature and extent of the contamination identified 
in the GZA study. 

Se&ion 7.2.3. Goss Cove (Page 148) 

One of the stated objectives for GCJSS Cove is) to confirm 

that radiological constituents in groundwater are frem 
natural sources. However, analysis far radiological 
parameters in groundwater is only planned for the existing 
8MWl and 8Mw4, Confirmation sampling at these 3,ocations 
will not determine whether the previously observed levels of 
radiological analytes are occurring at "natural levels". 

Revise the workplan to include samplfng of upgrndie?nt: .wells 

to help determine the background level of the previously 
detected radioisotopes. 

( ,$jYc>, 
.A"' Section 7,2.3. Goss Cove (Page 148, 34) 

'hA_.,IC 
Revise the workplan to clearly stats the apeoific criteria 
which will be employed in determining how the results from 
the field screening will be used to determine if additional 
borings are required. 

20 
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Cornposited samples may be wed to generally characterize the 
nature of the fill material as a potential source of any 
contaminants detected in the urea of the landfill. However, 
cornposited samplea will not "properly characterize Che 
nature, extent and degree of contamination+i* cornposited 
samples would potentially result in the dilution of 
contaminants and therefore, would be an inappropriaize 
representation of the degree of contamination, 

Revise the workplan to ensure that all subsurface soil 
samples (especially samples for VCX analysis) will. be 
~collectsd as discrete grab samplea. 

I $5.1“: Table 7-25 Goss'Cove Landfill Field Sampling Plan (Page 151) 
I ...I._. A'..' 

Revise the workpLan ta include the rational% that was used 
to select the locations and depths from which samples will 
be collected for the analysis of engineering properties. 

InClUd8 in this revision, the analysis of pasticfdes in 
groundwater since pesticides were detected in, soils at this 
site, 

57. 

Figure 7-5 Field Sampling Plan Goss Cove Land,fill (Page 254) 

The US Navy should consider gathering an additional. sample 
along th8 bank of the Thames River north and upstream of the 
pier, yet south and downstream of the storm direrin outfall. 
It is recommended that the sample analysis include CLP TAL 
and TCL, TPH, TUC and a grain size determination. 

Revise the workplan to include, as a water qualfty 
parameter, the measurement of water hardness for surface 
water samples. 

Table 7-16 Spent Acid Storage and Disposal Arsa Remedial 
Investigation Objectives (Page 356) 

Revise the workplan to include performing hyllraulic 
conductivity testing in additional wells, This is necer;sary 
since many Phase I hydraulic conductivity pump test results 
were not usable. 

Also include in this revision the specific criteria 
regarding the results of X-ray fluorescence screening, 
Describe how the samples will be selected for chemical 
analysis (e.g., highest detection, deepest detection, at the 
water table, etc.) 4 
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C$'z-> Table 7-18 Spent Acfd Storage and Disposal Area Field * 
sampling Plan (Page 158) 

ksvise the workplan to include a bedrock monitoring well, to 
evaluute the transport pathway indicated in the conceptual 
model (Figure 3-4). Xn addition, provide th$ rationale used 
to select the locations and depths fram which samples will 
be collected for analysis of engineering propertfes. 

's?i?:Tl Section 7.3,X. Area A (Page 161) . 
The eighth bull.& of this section proposes verification 
sampling to determine whether previously dste,cted 
radiological contamination is naturally occurring; howaver, 
this repetitive effort will help further determine the 
background level of the radiological compounds, 

Revise the workplan to JncLude a series of background 
sampling locations to assist in this determination. These 
additional sampling points should be located upgradient of 
these areas known or suspected contamination. 

60. Table 7-29, Chemical Investigation, Surface Water Nbrth Lake 
(Pago 164) 

This statement states' that surface water will be taken 
"during non-summer months and/or when the lake is drained,*' 
Revise the workplan to ensure that the surface water samples 
will be collected prior to the actual draining of the lake. 

The same logic would apply to the coLlection of sediment 
samples from the North Lake. Revise the workplnn to enburl 
that the sediment samples will'be collected prior to the 
actual draining of the lake, 

61, Table 7-20 Area A Rationale for S&action of Constituents 
for Analysis (Pnge l6G) 

Subsection 2.4.1.3 of the workplan states that pesticides 
were detected in three subsurface soiX samplss and yet does 
not discuss whether or not they were detected. (or analyzed 
for) in groundwater, 

Revise the workplan to include pesticides in the proposed 
groundwater analyses. 

'%s Table 7-21 Area A Field Sampling Plan (Page 268) 
i. -,,, i 

Revise the workplun to include the analysis for PCBs in the 
groundwat~r samples collected from monitorinq wells 2WCMW&S, 
25, 3s; 
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Figure 7-7 Field Sampling Plan Area A Landfill, WeLLam and 
Weapons Center (Page 173) 

The groundwater flow arrows on this map are not accurate, 
and is not clear whether they depict flow in the overburden 
or bedrock. In addition, it is not possible to determine 
whether the proposed monitoring wells are opt;Lmally located. 

Revise the fVGroundwater Flow Direction@8 arrows to correspond 
to flow path lines which have been constructed based an 
potentiometric maps and add infomat.fon to this map which 
will indicate the variation of the vertical gradient across 
the site, Include in the rrvised workplan, a groundwater 
elevation map, a bedrock elevation mapI and a map of the 
extent of contamination observed in previous :Studies, + 

Table 7-22 rX!MO Remedial Wvestigation Objectives (Page 175) 

Revise the worIsplan to include the rationale for the 
selection of only wells ,6MW4S and 6Mw3D for hydraulic 
conducCivity testing. 

Confirrnatim sampling for radiological parameftsrs at tkre 
propased locations will not determine whether the previouely 
observed levels of radiological analytes are occurring at' 
%alzural Levels'*. 

Revise the workplan to include a series of background 
sampling locations to assist in this cletemination, These 
additional sampling points should be located upgradient o? 
these areas known or suspected contamination, 

Section 7.3.3. Lower Sub Base (Page i77 13) 

Thfl US Navy has praviously reported that VOCs such as vinyl 
chloride, benzene and floating product layers have basn 
detected in vroundwater. 

Revise the workplan to include the determination of the 
extent of VQC contamination in groundwater as one of the 
goals of the Phase II RI. 

Figure 7-9 Field Sampling Plan DEMO (Page 180;) 

Revise the workplan to include a figure defining the 
suspected extent of fill ma4xxia1, 
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c 63 TabLe 7-25 Lower Sub Rase (Page 181) 

Revise the workplan to include the instal.li!kfon of 
additional groundwater monitoring WSLLS in,the area of 13~~5 
and the tanks fn order to determine the extent of the 
floating layer observed at thiti location, 

Revise the Remedial Investigation Objectives of the workplan 
to include determining the extent of VOC contamination in 
qm.mdwaler. c 

68. Figure 10-l Project Schedule (Page 194) 

Revise the project scQedule to the schedule listed in the 
Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) or submit a petition for a 
schedule extension. This petition for schedu.le extension 
should include a detailed description of the level of effort 
that the US Navy will be requiring to justify the additional 
time. 

References: 

The reference entitled VSEPA, (1992c). Risk Assessment for 
Palyaromatic Hydrocarbons. ORD memorandum, Ja,nuary 23, l.PPZ~* is 
outdated and should be replaced by the Part III, Attachment 1 
entitled VI Risk Assessment Issue Paper for status of Polyaromatfc 
Bydrocarbons I1 of the document entitled @W~aluate the 
appropriateness of using proposed surrogate RfDs'* provided by 
EGA0 to Region I for this sits. 
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1, 

2. 

3, 

1. 

2. 

812 

It appears that for many sediment samplers, the t*engineering'8 
characteristics are not going to be examined. Tn 0rd83? for 
the sediment sample to be Useful for an ecological risk 
assessment, the total organic carbon (TOC) content and grain 
size distribution must be determined, 

There seems to be lack of distinction between the Us8 of 
terms "sails" and "wetland sediments" when anal~sea and 
sampling are discussed. +*WetLand sediments" should be 
termed flwetland $03.1~;~~ and the term **sedimentsW shauld be 
Used when referring to the samples below the surface of the 
water. 

Revise the workplan to ensure that these terms are not Used 
interchangeably, especially in the tables. 

The Air Monitoring activities discussion in Section 4.1.12 
QL the Field Sampling Plan (FSP) makes reference to USEPA 
Method TQl, a copy of which is: included in Appendix A. 

Revise the workplan to include Standard Operating Procedures 
(SOPS) covering all aspeces of sampling and analysis for 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOX) and any vthar contaminants 
monitored at the site (see Attachment B), 

speoffia Comments 

section 2.1 - Supplemental Step XI Investigakion (Page 7) 

According to page 1 of the Field Sampling Plan (FSP), these 
sites arts tb be part of Suppl%mental Step 1, yet this page 
indicates that these areas part of a Supplemental step IX 
Xnvestigation. 

Revise the workplan to clarify the status of these areas. 

Section 4.1.1~1, Sample Headspace Screening for VOCs 
(Pays 16 g3) 

clarify the statement, 
qualitatively.'~ 

"Resulting data will not be Used 
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Section 4.1.1.2. PCB and DDT Screening and Sectian 4.X.1.4. 
Lead Screening (Page 18) 

Revise the workplan to include! the detection limits for the 
field screening methods. 

Section 4.1.3. 
(Page 19 83) 

Test Borings and subsurface Sail Sampling 

It is strongly recamended that the workplan be revised to 
include the use of an aLternative method of collecting soil. 

SUmpleS l The use g-foot Central Mining Equipment (CME) is 
not encouraged due to problems associated with sample 
recovery * 

Revise the workplan to ensure that all test borings are 
advanced to bedrock to a minimum of five feet; to verify the 
presence of bedrock. 

5. Section 4.1.4.1, Monitoring Well CansIxuction (Pago 19 14) 

Revise the workpLan to include a description of the type of 
well. ccnstruction materials planned far the Spent Aoia 
Disposal Area considering that the sail pH is low. 

6. Ssction 4.1.4.1. Mcmitoring Well Construction (Page 20 13) 

Revise the warkplan to ensure that the maximum well screen 
length will be na greater than 10 feet. 

Reviaa the workplan to indicate that the mud rotary drflling 
msthcd will only be used as a last resort if: no other well 
installation methods are GUCC~SS~U~~ 

7. Section 4.1.4.2. Monitoring Well Development (Page 20 34) 

Revise the woskplan to indicate that wall. development will 
prcceed until three successive measurements o1e specific 
conductance, temperature and pR have stabilized (i,e,, v&y 
less than 10 percent) and turbidity is less than 5 NTUs, or 
until three well volumes havg been removed. 

-‘-n-y 
c 

0. 
/I’ ) Section 4.x.4.3. Monitoring Well sampLing'(Page 20 $5) ._----' 

Revise the workplan to ensure that groundwaker samples Will 
remain unfiltered prior to analysis, 
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9. Section 4,X,5, Evaluation of Aquifer Hydraulic Prapert;ies 
(Page 22 81) 

Revise the workplan to provide additiofial detail.8 regarding 
the Area A pump test. Include in this revision a 
description of which wells will be usea as observation 
wdls, haw long the test will run, 
be managed (i,e,, disposed), 

how the purge water will 

be measured (90 percent), 
degree czf recovery which will 

frequency of measurement of water 
levels, etc. Ensure that the pumping test plan includes the 
monitoring of badroCk well water levels. r 

10. Section 4.1.14. Sampling and Testing of Soils for 
Ehgimvxing Parameters (Page 24 a4) 

Revise the workplan to clearly state whether all. of the 
proposed engineering analyses will be performed for all 
6 itas c Some ol? the ehgi.h@ering analyses,may not bo needed 
at till. sites, 

Zt lia recommended that addit;fonal testing for compaction ~tfld 
strength be performed at Goss Cove, DRMO, and the Area A 
Landfill. 
critical 

As mentioned previously, this information may be 
in determining whether these areas will be capable 

of accepting some of the remedial. alternatives. 

The text suggests that the Walkley-Black m&hod will. be used 
to determine the Total Organic carbon (TOC) content. 
However, the NET Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) lists 
two other methods, 415.2 and 9060. Revise the workpfan to 
clearly state the method that will. be usad for TOC 
determinationa. 

Revise the workplan to identify the laboratories that= will 
per$arm the engineering analyses, the radioloc~ical analyses, 
and the air sample analyses. The NET QAPP dcx3s not List 
these methods on the qualifications statr?msnt, 

Section 4.2.2.4. 
(Page 47 qs, 

Spent Acid Storage and Disposal Area 

Revise the Workplah to include the collection of a complete 
round of monthly water level measurements for alA monitoring 
wells on the base to produce a series of groundwater 
eleV&tioh maps, These groundwater maps would depict the 
groundwater flow directions and flow dividas, 
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12. Table 4-15 Area A Field sampling Plan (Page 54) 

Table 4-15 proposes that in situ earthworm bioassaya be used 
in "soils/wetland sediment". Zf the purpose of a bioassay 
is to assets the suitabiLity of sediment for bentihic 
organisms, then the use of earthworms in a so.Ll bioassay is 
of questionable value, 

If the US Navy is proposing to use in situ earthworm 
bioaasays to assess the suitability of sediment for benth$.c 
organisms, then provide the supporting rationale for thfs 
proposed method. 

ccTJ Section 4,2.3.1. Area A (Page 57 11) 

Revise the workplan to ensure that aLI test borings are 
advanced to the water table. 

14. Section 4.2.3.1, Area A (Page 58 II) 
*>:,?k- :&&2&&2 $&&&-& Ct7i?~~~..R"4,;-,,.,*~ 

Tiie objective of simulating residential well water 
withdrawal does not appear to be appropriate. The foCUS Of 
the bedrock wells should be to determine whether groundwater 
is contaminated. It is possfb1.e that the reason'the 
residential wells h&ve not; previously contained organic 
contamination, is that they are open over long intervals 
potentially resulting in an off-gassing of the contaminants. 

Revise the wclrkplan to indicate that bedrock wells will be 
advanced until they are capable of gmviding a reasonable 
sustainable yield (e*g., wex 1 gallon per minute). 

,pj=; 
2 Sact%on 4,2,3,1. Area A {Page 58 g3) L... 

Revise the warkplan to indicate the proposed location of the 
observation wells and revise the narrative to include the 
gathering and analysis of groundwater samples from the 
pumping well. These groundwater samples woulC1 he analyzed 
for Volatile organic Compounds (VOCs) at the flollowing 
intenrals during the pump test: start, 1 hour, 2 hours, 4 
hours, 8, hours, 16 hours and at the conclusion. 

16. Section 4.2,3.1. area A Wetland (Page 59 $3) 

It is unclear how the water levels in residential walls will 
be measured, since this will require removing pumping 
appurtenances, and discontinuing water removal. for a period 
of time long enough to ensure stabilization of' water levels. 

Revise the workplan to include a discussion of' how the water 
levels of the select residential wells will be! measured. 
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17, 

18, 

19. 

Section 4.2,3.2. Defense ReutilizaLion and Marketing Office 
(mM0) (Page 63 jp) 

Revise the workplah, if necessary, to ensure tkrat soil, 
samples gathered for VOC analysis are not composited, 

Revise the workplan to ensure that deeper soil samples 
(below ;1. foot) will be gathered Zor the risk assessment to 
evaluate exposure of construction workers. 

Section 5,U Sample Preservation and Shipping (Page 75) 

More detailed infcmtmtAon needs to be provid& in this 
!38ction, Speciffcally, describe the f&lowing: 

- the methad to confirm the pH of the SampIes; 
- describe tha pN at which the samples will 1513 preserved and 
the pr&srvative(s) that will be used in this effort. 

Provide a table that include@ this information. This 
information must be also be incorporated into Section 3.3 of 
the QA/QC Plan. 

Appendix A SOPS - Technical Procedures 

A‘ Revise the workplan to include a description of who 
will b8 performihg these analyses and describe if all 
the m&hods Iisted in this table are to be performed in 
the field, For additional reference, see Attachment B. 

SOP 1020 (Page 5 TX) 

8. Revise the workpLan to ensure that samples will not be 
c&posited+ 

SOP 2022 (Page 7) 

c, Revise the workplan to include the following statement 
to the text: '#the samples wfl.l be immediaktely preserved 
after filtrationn. 

SOP 1023 (Page 7 $3) 

i 

/-Y-i\ 
D.1 Revise the workplan to indicate that no fliltering of 

L// groundwater will. be psrformed. 

SOP 1060 

E. Revise the workplan to ensure that this procedure will 
be mx.Iified to correspond to EPA Region 1 protocol. 
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QUdLITY AS8URANCE/clUJ#& ITY 
PATA MANAGICMENT PW 

1. Section 1.1 bata Quality Objectives (DQO) (Page I) 

The references to both the SOWS and bata Valiiclation 
Functional Guidelines are not current. The ?&ET QAPP 
indicates that it follows the 3/90 CLP Sows. 

Revise the text of the workplan to raflect thle 3190 SOW and 
the USEPA Region I Laboratory Data Validation Functi;cmal. 
Guidelines for organic Analyses February 1, 11988, modified 
July 2988 and USEPA Region I Laboratory Data Validation 
Functional Guidelines for Inorganic Analyses June 13,,1988, 
modified February 1989, 

2, Section 1.1 Data Quality Objectives (DQO) (Page 1 96) 

The text cites the 7/88 and Z/88 Statements of Work for, 
inorganic and organic CLP procedures, yet Seclzion 8 Page 2 
of the NET Quality Assurance Plan cites the 3,190 Statements 
of Wurk, 

Revise the text of the workplan to 'ensure Consistency. 

3. Section 2.0 Project Organization and Responsfbilities 
(Paw 4) 

Modify Section 2.0 of the workplan to identify the 
individuals responsible for ch& validation of analytical 
chemical data and include their qualifications for this* 
ackivity. 

4. Section 3.3 Sample Collection, Handling and shipment 
(Page 8) 

Potential interferences may be caused by some of the 
constituents that make-up the flint glass products. 

Revise the workplan tzo ensure that soil samples will be 
collected in 4U-ml vials unless information can be provided 
demonstrating that the 60-110 vials are made of borosiLicate 
glass rather than flint glass. 

c 
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The text references the NET QAPP for sample CcntainerS, 
pressrvntivss, and holding times, The referenced table does 
not provide this information for al.1 of the proposed 
analyses (e.g*, dioxins and radiologicals). 

Revise the workplan to provide this information in a table 
format with IA-& information presented by method and matrix. 

5. Table 3-1 Frequency of Field QC Samples (Page 9) 

Revise the workplan to ensure that equipment blanks will be 
collected at a frequency of one per day per matrix per pltece 
of equipment for non-dedicated equipment. 

6* Section 3.4.41 Field Duplicates.(Page 10) 

Field duplicates are two separate samples col.l,ected from the 
same SQurce l 

Revise this section of the workplan to reflect: this 
definition. 

7. Section $,l,l. Organic and Inorganic Analyses (Page 23) 

Section 5 Of the QA/QC Plan L$,sts several options for 
analysis of water and soil rather than clearly specifying 
the exact prQo8dUre to be anal.yzid for each of the analytes 
of interest, For example, it is unclear whethler s0m8 Water 
samples will be analyzed by CLP grotacols and 80mB by EPA 
Method 524.2 or whether all water samples will. be subject& 
to the Low level VOC procedure (Methad 524.2). Boran 
analysis procedures are of particular interest, since boron 
is not on the CLP metals analyte list. Yet th.e QAPP refers 
Lo a list of manuals Of which five provide several, optional 
metals analysis procedures. 

Revise the QA/QC Project PLan to include a tabh listing the 
analysis method and reference. for each matrix and parameter 
af interest, 

The specific methods used for this site for the "non-cLP** 
analyses must be specified since NET QAPP lists more than 
one method for the same parameter. Revise the workplan to 
specifically describe these above-mentioned methods, 

Include in this revision a description specifying the time 
when the low-level VOC samples be collected, Neither tha 
FSP nor the QAPP has discussed these samples prior to this 
se&ion, 
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8, Section 5-2 Field Procedures (Page X7) 

Reference is madr in the text to EPA'S Field Screening 
MeChads Catalog-u8 (EPA/540/2-88/005) for etnnlytical 
ppocedures for PC3 bnd metals rrcreening, The document 
referenced is a compilation of available txchnologieo which 
have been employed in on-site situations. 1% does not 
provide the standard operating procedures (SOP) which are 
necessary far conducting these analyses. 

M;:;; the workplan to include the detailed'~C~Ps for EPA to 
These SOPS should provide detail.ed descriptions of 

sample'preparaticn, stock standard preparation, calfbraticm 
standard preparation, instrument operating corldftions, 
instrument calibration sequence, initial and continuing 
calibratiwn acceptance Criteria, instrument carrective 
action and maintenance, quality control sample preparation 
and acceptance criteria, example calcul.ations and detectiUn 
limits. Sas Attachment B for additional UIfoPnation 
regarding ehe development of SOPS, 

9,. Section 6.0 Data Validation (Page l8'$1) 

Revise the workplan to include the following dates of the 
Functional Guidelines: 

- WSEPA Region I Labor&cry Data Validation Function&l 
Guidelines for organic Analyses February I, 1988, modifisd 
July 1988 i 
- VSEFA Region 3: Laboratory Data Validatian Functional 
Guidelines for Inorganic Anal.yse.s June 13, 1988, modified 
February 1989. 

Include a description of the personnel who will be 
performing the data validation and describe the data 
report;ing methods. 

10. Stection 6,O Data Validation (Page 18 12 & 3) 

Xt is unclear which samples will, be anal.yzed using’cLP 
methods al-id consequently, 
validation protccole, 

validated using EPA :Leve1 IV 
j-5 q$ ; 

Revise the QA/QC Project Plan to specify which samples will 
be validated in accordance with EVA Level. IV requirements, 
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11‘ section 6.0 Data Validation (Page 18 35) 

Revise the workplan to include a detailed Uescription of the 
calibration procedures to be utilized for sail gas 
Include in this description the source of reference 

analysis, 

standards, the concentrationfi Of specific ana:lytes in 
calibrations standards and the acceptance cr.iteria for 
calibration, Specify the number of duplicate samples to be 
evaluated in Lhe laboratory, 

12, Section 7.0 Data Quality Objectives (Page 19 !f[l) 

Contrary tr, the statement made in the text, da&a quality 
objectives cannot be found in Table 5-2 of Appendix A. 
Appendix A provides lists of QA objectives for several 
analysis procedures, but does not specify which objectives 
apply to samples to be collected during Phase II of the RI. 

13. 

Revise the workplan in order to provide a table of project- 
speci,fic QA objectives for each analysis parameter. 

Section 7.2 Accuracy (Page 19 13) 

The text makes generic statements about the assessment ,of 
accuracy which need to be supported by sun~~~ries of project- 
specific procedures. FOr cWm@le, the use of surrogate 
apikes Co evaluate the accuracy of arganics analysis ia not 
cited although surrogate spiking is a typical rerpfrement of 
analysis methods. 

Revise this section ol-' the workplrtn to cite or reference the 
accuracy objectives for the Phase Xf program. 

14. Section 9.1. Laboratory Data Management (Page 2:4 14) 

revise the workplan to include a description of the format 
in which laboratory data will be presented in the Phase II 
RI Report, This description should include thle sample 
identification, the analysis method, the laboratory sample. 
identification and date sampled* I 

The Phase I kf Report provided summaries of results Only for 
those analytes detected at least cmce in the slamples lisiXd+ 
No detection limits for undetected analytes wemre provided. 
This type of presentation is insufficient. 

33 

--~. -.____-. 



01/11,93 15: 44 US EPk BOSTUN,MR REGION 1 021 

The Phase IX RI: Report should have, available upon EPA 
requesti, an appendix containing the complete validated 
analytical results for all parameters analyzed, The 
appendix should be formatted and cross-referenced such that 
specJfic analysis results can be located for review. 

Revit% the workplan to ehsure that all of the analyti&Z 
i,nformation is available to EPA for review. 

3.5. Appendix A 

Section 7 

A. . Revise this section of' the workplan to cite the quality 
control objectives anticipated for this project, The 
quality control. objectives ahticipated for this project 
should be consistent with Section 7 of the QA/QC Plan, 

( 'aJ- '\._. 7' /' 
Revise Table 7-1 to specify control limits fbr boron 
and ensure that boron is fncLuded in al.1 ca3,ibrati.m 
verifications (Initial and continuing), laboralxmy 
control samples, matrix spikes,.interference check 
samples (for ICP analy4.s) und duplicate tramples. 
Revisa Table 7-1 to be consistent with the TPH 
analytical method and quality control requirements 
cited in Appendi% C. 

c. This section provides a complete listing of all 
analytical methods utilized by NET, Inc. 

Revise the workplan to include a project-specific 
listing o,f methods .in this appendix or elsewhere in the 
QAPP. Boron should be added to Table 8.2* 

Section 9 

De Revise this ssectt;ion of the workplan in orcter to clarify 
the set of project-specific detection limits for all 
analyt=iczal protocols employed by NET, Xnc:. 
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Laboratory QA/QC Plan 

E, Addendum 4 cQntaZns a table that Lists preseltvation and, 
holding time requirements. The holding times listed 
must ba from the time of sample collection (incluaikg 
those for CLP analyses). This table also Lists the CLP 
requirements for metals, but no CLP desilgnation has 
been providad for the orqanics, unless the NEESA 
designation is considered equivalent to the CLP for the 
purpases of this prqject. 

Revise the workplan to clarify this discrepancy. 

. . 

, / 
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ATTACHMEWT A 

Ambient Air Sanw.linu Plan wfth.QA/oc J?roq!dures 

A work plan documenting all aspects of sampfing, analysis and. 
ussociated QC/QA must be prepared, 
any sampling effort: 

reviewed and approved prior to 

1. bata quality objectives must be establ.i~hod, in order Lo 
determine whether any data collected will be rel.eV&nt and 
useful. For example, if a risk assessment is ta be 
performed,'how many sampling stations and at which key 
locations will be required? Which species will be sampled 
for? Is the method to be utilized capable of quantify'lng 
those contaminants at the expected levelsl? Specify the 
detection limits expected under the propased conditions,.,,,,, 

2. Specification of the method tr> be utilized must includa, for 
example, documsntatI.on of applicabflity to the specfe!s 
sought during sampling (provide a list of species expected 
to be found), 
procadut-es 

and a detailed description of both sampling 
and analytical. procedures to b8 followed. Any 

deviations from referenced procedures must be thoroughly 
dacumenked. Include the standara operating Procedures 
specified by the method. In addition, data must be 
presented demmastrathg the capabflity of the method ko be' 
used to attain the required quality of data under the actual - . - _ . . sampling and anal.ys;ta conditions anticipated ifSee 
Performance Criteria and Quality Assurance requirements 
delineated in eatzh method). 

3. Sampling and analytical procedures should be described in a 
sufficient level of detail. to provide assurance that they 
wf3.1 be performed in accordance with accepted quality 
control standards. The same general ZeveL of scientific 
rigor a~; adhered to in the compendium of Methods for the 
Determination of Toxic Organic Compounds in Arnbis~~t Air 
(EPA-600/4-84-041) must be demonstrated for any technique 
utilized, in order to lend credibility to the reeults. 

4. Sampling locations should be specified and identified on a 
site map, including sufficient detail to show sources and 
di33zctions of potential receptorsS+ 
oriented and include a scale. 

The map shiauld be north- 
Specify the expected 

prevailing wind speed and direction during the proposed 
sampling period, including % wind rose. Address sampling 
station issues such as provisions far security and 
ekckrical power, as applicable, The sampl.ing Standard 
Operating Procedure must list all'necessary equipment and 
supplies, 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

specify how flow rates and sampling times wil.1 be 
established. 

what is the rejection criteria fox pre/post flow-rate 
calibration? 

How will the sampl.ing equipment be cleaned, an8 how 
~3.11 the requisite degree of cleanliness be 
demonstrated? 

Will flow rate& be cOrrected to stan&md conddtions of 
temperature , pressure and humidity? 

specify laboratory, 
control duplicates 

trip and field blanks and quality 
,.as well as backup ~(secondary) 

cartridges where applicable. 

Delineate the collection procedures for concurrent on-site 
meteorological data (specif,y equipment, siting criteria, 
calibration procedures, data recording &nd reduction, etc.). 
A%mpt to conduct baseline ambient afr monitoring under 
worst-case conditions (high temperatures, low humidity, low 
wind speeds). 

Include procedures for sample collection, handling, storage 
and transportation, including preservation methods and 
holding times. specify chain of custody procedures. 

Additfcnal Requirements: 

- What ares the calibration procedures for the anaLytical 
in6trUmehts to be used? How will standards be prepared? 

- How will data from blank anal.ysis be utilized? What is 
the limit of blank contamination Pof which data will. be 
acceptable? 

- Will backup (series) cartridges be utiliZt%¶? What is the 
criteria of acceptance for breakthrough from primary to 
backup cartridge? Specify the acceptance crbteria 
(precision and acrxxacy) for dup.licate cartridges. 

- Will an internal standard be established by the spiking of 
blank, sample and calibration cartridges? Derwrfbe the 
spiking procedure, 

- Are recovery and precision data available for the selected 
contamin&ntiy to establish the validity of quantitative data? 
Present al.1 such data and all numerical criteria for quality 
Corltrol purposes. 



. 01/11/93 15: 46 

_ 

US EPFl EOSTDN,MR REGION 1 025 

8, In general, the proposal. for ambient manitqrfng of air 
tzaxics must estabkish the scientific legitimacy,af the 
sampling. Inadequately documented Sampling and analytfcal 
procedures may necessitate discarding the resulting,data. 

9. The data package submitted should includle, along with the ' 
raw data, all the fnformation necesserry to pe;rform data 
validation, including Standards preparation, calibration 
curves, all calculations used for Chet dQterB&IE4tiCUI of 
detection limits and acceptance criteria ta be wpplied 
(including precision and accuracy limfts). * 
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St-4 opexz&&g Procedures tSoP=l 

Standard Operating Procedures (SOBS) must be prepared for all 
aspects af sampling, anal.ysis and instrument calibration. An SOP 
is defined 86 a completa description af a 8ample collectfon, 
analysis or other operation whose mechanisms are thoraughly 
prescribed and which details a commbnly accepted method of 
performing routine or repetitive tasks. Its purpoEw is to ensure 
consistency af application of a method and repeatabiIity,and 
comparability of results, regardless of which qualified person is 
performing the operation. 

A SOP for sampling and analysis would include the following 
information: 

II 

Method tasting, inc,luding ruggedness testing 
Configuration and maintenance of sampling equipment 
Calibration of sampling equipment 
Cleaning and demonstration of cleanliness of sampling 
equipment 
Chain-of-cusfXady 
Sample coLLecL3.on, including quality control samples 
such as blanks, duplicates, backups, etc, 
Sample hnndling/presallration/st~ra9B 
Cbnfiguratidn and maintenance of analytical equipment 
Tuning and calibration of analytical equipment 
cleaning and demonstration of cleanliness of analytical 
equipment 
Standards preparation and control 
Sample preparation 
Spiking 
Xntroduction of samples 
Data reduction, processing (including uncertainty 
analysis), handling, storage and retrfeval 
Data validation 
Reporting of results, including quality parameters 
Retention of samples and data 
Record-keeping 

A calibration SOP would include: 

a definition of terms used in the procedure 
a description of the specific equipment to which the 
procedure is applicable, including model nulm33er and 
speaificaticze 
a brief description of the scope, principle and/or 
theory of the calibration method 
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fundamental calibration specif&cations, such as 
environmental eonditians, cnSibration points and 
tolerancet3 
a description of standards required to perform an 
eifective caI.ibration, including source, identifying 
serial number, specified tolerance and expiratian date .". 
a list of equipment necessary to perfczm a calibration, 
including manufacturer, model nwnbe~, specified 
accuracy and maintenance status 
a cauticmary list of possible impediments to a 
su~c;e~sful calibration, such as common pr:ocsdural 
errors or jmtarferences 
a clear, con&se step-by-step breakdmm of the 
calibration operation from beginning to end 
specific instructions for recording and reporting the 
calibration data and its use in qualifying the 
resultant experimentnl data 
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